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Comparing Pork Production Contracts
Abstract
Contract pork production is receiving increased attention. In a Pork '89'article. Rhodes estimated that "at
most, a little less than 10 percent of the hogs in the United States are produced under contract."' This level is
now likely 12-14 percent of all hogs.' *A Pork '90 article described the typical contract producer as one about
40 years of age and has produced hogs'for about 12 years. The contractor was generally happy with the
contract program and had &iished pigs for the current contractor for over 2 years.
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COMPARING PORK PRODUCTION CONTRACTS
Contract pork production is receiving increased attention. In a Pork '89'article. Rhodes estimated that
"at most, a little less than 10 percent of the hogs in the United States are produced under contract."' This
level is now likely 12-14 percent of all hogs.' *A Pork '90 article described the typical contract producer as
one about 40 years of age and has produced hogs'for about 12 years. The contractor was generally happy
with the contract program and had &iished pigs for the current contractor for over 2 years.
During the mid 1980s the major reason producers entered a contractual arrangementwas&iancial.
Almost three-fourths of those producing pork under contract indicated they did so for financial reasons.
\
About one in five were attemptin'g-to reduce price risks. Amore recent University ofMissouri survey'(Pork
'90Vshowed that only about one in three contract producers in the North Centrail United States did so for
financial reasons. This was similar for Iowa contract producers as well. On the East Coast one in four
contracted for Randal reasons. Of the East Coast respondents, 30 percent contracted to reduce risk'. For
the North Central respondents, 20 percent did so to ireduce market risk. For Iowa respondents, 16 percent
entered contractual arrangements to reduce market risk. The main contractual arrangements were with feed
related busine^es. They accounted for about one-halfof the contracts withEast Coastpowers as compared
to 40 percent for the North Central area. For Iowa it was 38 percent. About one of three contracts in the
North Centr^ area was a farmer-to-rfarmer contract as compared' to one in four for Iowa. Most producers
indicated they were satisfied with the contract.' However, for those with problems, the prim^ problem
appeared to be low quality livestock followed by keeping facilities full and insufficient payment. These
relationships were true for Iowa as well. '
Contract Development - - . . <
When evaluatinga contract to offer or accept, it is important to realize that there 'is not one contract
that is "best" for everyone. The contract that you offer or accept as good for you may not be good for your
neighbor. Contracts are flexible imd it is possible to tailor the contract to given situations. Not only is this
possible but it should be a primary consideration for each contract arrangement: The base contract may be
similar,but adjustments would be implemented to reflect what each party is providing. This diversity of-
2contract options was pointed out in a Pork '89 article. About one-third of the finishing contracts had both a
feed conversion and death loss premium. One-third had a death loss premium while another one-third had a
feed conversion premium. Approximately 6 of 10 growers finishing pigs received a payment at market, while
8 in 10 received a payment on arrival and 3 in 10 received a payment based on a daily fee. Other forms of
payments received by 10 percent or less of the respondents included a set fee per pound of weight gain or
sold (9,6%); fee per month or per building used per month (2.9%); profit sharing (2.7%); and fee payment
based on feed conversion (2.5%).
In general, contractors tend to shyaway from owning hog production facilities (Pork '89"). For feed
dealers ^d manufacturers only about 12 percent of their hogs were produced in facilities they owned. For
large contractors this was, 21 percent. However, for farmers who contracted hogs, about one-halfof their
hogs were grown out in their,own facilities.
Productioncontracts can be developed which are favorable to aU parties involved: the producer, feed
dealer, lender, as well as the contractor. Production contracts offer several advantage? to the contractor.
They offer reduced capital requirements; greater coordination of production to match input supply,
marketing and processing needs; improved product uniformity; and reduced risk. For the producer, contracts
offer the opportunity reduced risk exposure; reduced capital needs; improved technical support; the
opportunity to more fully utilize available labor and facilities; improved cash flow; and the opportunity to
produce pork. Contracts also have disadvantages, including loss ofmanagerial control; the need towork with
contract management; a set limit on retiuns; unguaranteed facility use, and hogs may be co-mingled.
While production contracts reduce price risks for producers, they can also reduce profit potential over
time. This should be expected whenever risk reduction is achieved. The advantage of the contract is to
reduce producer losses during low price periods. But, it also cuts profit potential during high price periods.
Profit levels need to be compared to investment levels. Investment levels differ "among contracts. Inputs
supplied by the contract partners differ between contracts. Amore appropriate method for contract
comparison would be the rate of return on investment with investment levels determined by what each p^ty
is providing to the arrangement.
3When evaluating contracts growers need to evaluate the specifics of the contract aswell as the
contractor or contracting company. Issues to evaluate would Include the track record of the contractor. Find
out information on the firm's reputation and how long they have been in business. Determine the level of
services such as management information, etc., that may come as part of the arrangement. Financial stability
and position needs evaluation..Also determine the reward system (payment) and what factors it is based on.
Level of competition between contractors can impact this reward system.
Contractors need to evaluate thepotential growers. This would include information on post production
efficiency and its expected level into the future. •The financial position of the grower too is important. The
potential for development ofa long-term arrangement is greater for operations with a firm financial footing.
Reputation of the grower along with the production system needs evMuation.
Contractors are looking for top-notch pork producers just as producers should be looking for top-flight
contractors. Effective and intensive management and production efficiency is needed for successful pork
production. This is true for all forms ofproduction arrangements; contract production to individual owner
operatorship.
Contract Production Worksheets
Good production records and information are needed for effective contract evaluation. This is true for
thecontractor and producer alike. With this information expected results can be projected to determine
implications of respective contract specifications for producers and contractors!
A set of generalworksheets are provided which can be used as w aid in this analysis. The worksheet
for contract production of feeder pigs provides a form for calculating expected costs and returns given the
respective contract arrangements. It is organized intovariable costs (area 1) and fixed costs (area 2) or
calculating those costs coveredby the producer. 'Breakeven compensation (area 5 and 6) and returns (area
7) are projected. While this is in a general form, some modifications may be needed to fit particular
situations.
4CONTRACT FEEDER PIG PRODUCTION WORKSHEET
(Per Litter)
Productiloi^ Costs
1. Variable Costs Per Litter
a. Veterinary Costs $.
b. Utility Costs . $.
c. Labor Cost (8 to 13 Hours)
hr (a $ $.
d. Misc(bedding, manure handling, etc.) $
Total Variable Costs (a + b •+ c + d) $ (1)
2. Fixed Costs Per Litter •
Depreciation, interest, taxes, and insurance on
buildings and equipment (15-20X of investment per
sow capacity litters produced per year per sow
unit capacity) $ (2)
3. Total Cost Per Litter (1 +• 2) $ (3)
4. Number of Feeder Pigs Produced Per Litter head (4)
RETURNS
5. Necessary Compensation for Weaner Pigs Per Head
to Cover Total Variable Costs (1 + 4) $. (5)
6. Necessary Compensation for Weaner. Pigs Per Head-,
to Cover Total Production Costs (breakeven)
(3 4) $ (6)
7. Compensation
e. Base Payment/head $
f. Bonus/head $
g. Penalty/head $
Total Compensation/Head (e + f + g) $ (7)
Estimated Return to Management Per Head (7-6) $ (8)
Estimated F,eturn to Management Per Litter
(8- X 4) (9)
Prepared by James Kliebenstein and Chris Hillburn - Iowa State University
Economics Department.
CONTRACT FEEDER PIG HNISmNG WORKSHEET
(Per Head)
PRODUCTION COSTS
Variable Coses Per Pig
a. Veterinary Coses $
b. Utility Costs $
c. Labor-Cost - Hours (.6 Co 1) ' '
$ $ per hour $
d. Misc. Costs •(Ihte'resC,' etc.) $ "
Total Variable Costs (a + b' + c + d) (L)
2. Total Fixed Costs Per Pig
Depreciation, insurance, taxes, and interest on'
buildings and equipment (12-18% of investment
per head) $ + (turn around rate)® $ (2)
' - •»J. 1
3. Total Finishing Costs Per Pig Produced (1 + 2) $ (3)
-RETURNS
4. Necessary Cothpensatibh Per Cwt; to.'Cover Variable
Costs (1) + [Finish Weight (cwt)
• - Placement Weight (cwt) j . " - $ (4)
5. Necessary Compensation Per Cwt., Produced to Cover Total
Finishing Cost (breakeven) (3) +
[Finish Weight (cwt)-Placement-*Weight(cwt) ] $_ (5)
6. Compensation " • ^
e. Base Payment/Head $
f. Feed Efficiency Bonus/Head,-; $.
g. Death Loss Bonus or Penalty/Head'' $ -
Total Compensation (e + f + g) $ (6)
7. Estimated Return to Management Per Hog (6-3) $ (7)
^Investment per head is- related to the. finishing system. Examples could range
from $70 to $180 per head.
^If there is a penalty, spread the death loss penalty over the number of hogs
.marketed.
Prepared by James Kliebenstein and Chris Hillburn - Iowa State University
Economics Department.
6Contractors can use the same form by plugging their respective costs into the respective areas.
Revenueswould reflect expected market value and the respective share received. Variable and fixed costs
would reflect costs of those items provided by the contractor.
The feeder pig contract finishing worksheet provides a form for budgeting expected costs and returns,
for finishing operations. It too is organized around variable costs (area 1); fixed costs (area 2), necessary
compensation in order to break eve (areas 4 and 5); compensation level (area 6); ^d m^agement returns
(area 7).
It shouldbe evident that good information on production efficiency is a key component of effective
contract evaluation. The best information, source would be the respective farm production records.
However, if these are not available, information can be pulled from ongoing record services. The Iowa
Svvine Enterprise Record System is an example. Annual results provide information which can be used to
provide information on production costs. In 1990, veterinary and medicine costs for the average feeder pig
finishers in the Iowaswine enterprise record system was $.66 per cwt porkproduced ($1.28/hd). Utilities
were $.65 per cwt. ($1.26/hd). Labor cost was $2.71 per cwt ($5.26/hd). Miscellaneous costs were at $3.84
per cwt ($7.45/hd) produced. Fixed costs were $2.16 per cwt ($4.19/hd) produced. Purchase weight was 49
pounds with a 243 pound selling or 1.94 cwt ofgain per hog. Feeder pig death lo^ averaged 4.59 percent of
•hogs purchased. Feed efficiency was 3.71 pounds of feed per pound ofgain. Feeder pig purchase cost was
$53.83/head.
The 1990 Iowa Swine Enterprise records showed that feeder pig producers had veterinary Costs of $4.21
per cwt of pork produced ($15.96/Utter). Utility, labor, and miscellaneous costs were $3.97, $13.78, and $7.43
respectively per cwt of pork produced ($15.05, $52.23, $28.16 per litter). Fixed costs were $8.13 per cwt
produced ($30.81 per litter). Feeder pig producers weaned 8.22 pigs per litter and had 7.90 pi^ reach feeder
pig market weight of 48 pounds or 379 pounds produced per litter.
7Production Efficiency Information ^
Feeder Piy Finishing' ' '
Production efficiency infonnation is necessary to evaluate pork production contracts and their economic
returns. Information provided below shows production efficiency for Iowa Swine Enterprise Record
cooperators for theyears 1986-19^. This information can be used when information is not available for
specific farms. In addition, the five years can be used to develop observations onvariability of production
information over time.
Tables 1 and 2 provide information on feed efficiency and' death loss for feeder "pig finishers who were
cooperators in theIowa SwneEnterprise Record System for the five years 19M through 1990. Many feeder
pig finishing contractors have bonus payments based on feed efficient^ and/br death loss levels. The '
distribution of producers achieving selected feed efficiency or death loss levels are provided by year and the
!
average for the period. For example, over the 1986-90 time period 7.8 percent of the feeder pig finishers had
a feed efficiency of 310 or less pounds of feed per 100 pounds of gain. Almost one-fourth (22.7%) had a
feed efficiency of 3.11 or 3.30. About 9 percent had a feed efficiency of 4.1 or higher. A contract
arrangement with a bonus b^ed on a feed efficiency, of 3.5 or better would have been achieved by about one
third (37.1%) of the record cooperators. 'Death loss levels are shown in Table2. Of the cooperators, about
14 percent had a death loss of 1.5 percent of better. About one in five producers had a death loss in the 3.5
to 4.5 percent range.. One in ten producers (11.4%) had a death loss level of 7.5 percent or more. '
Accumulative frequency distributions are sho>ra' in the last column of each table. This represents the
percent of producers achieving a given level of production efficiency or better. For example, 37.1 percent of
the feeder pig fijiishers had a feed efficiency level of 3.5 or better; 60.8 percent had a feed efficiency level of
3.7 or better (Table 1). Table 2 shows that 46.1 percent of the 'producers achieved a death loss level of 3.5
percent or better; 27.3 percent had a death loss level of 2.5 percent or better, while only 13.8percent had a
level of 1.5 of less. These accumulative frequency distributions provide information on the percentage of
producers whichwould achieve bonus payments for selected productive efficiency levels.
8Feeder Pig Production
Production efficiency information for feeder pig producers is shown in Table 3 through 8. One of the
key variables in many feeder pig production contracts is feeder pigs produced per sow per year or per litter.
Table 3 shows that about one-fourth of the producers weaned from 15-17 pigs per sow per year. Two
percent (2.4) weaned 21 or more while 7 percent weaned 11 or fewer pigs per sow per year. The
accumulative frequenq' distribution shows that 15.4 percent of the producers weaned'19 or more pigs per
sow per year. Six in ten producers weaned 15 or more pigs per sow per year.
Weaning to market death loss information is shown in Table 4. While these two tables (Tables 3 and
4) cannot be combined^ Table 4 presents a view of feeder pig death loss and in turn feeder pig marketing per
sow per year. The average feeder pig death between weaning and marketing was 3.33 percent for the 1986-
90 time period. Fifty percent of the producers had.a death loss of 2.5 percent or less. The average level of
pigs weaned per sow per year was 15.80 pigs.
Birth to weaning death loss showed about four in ten (38.4%) producers in the 7.5 to 12.5 percent
range (Table 5). Another one-third was in the 12.5 to 17.5 percent range of the producers while 10.5 percent
had a birth to weaning death loss of 7.5 percent or better. The accumulative distribution shows that about
one half the producers (48.9 percent) had a death loss of 12.5 percent or better. Seven percent had death
loss levels which exceeded 22.5 percent.
Pigsweanedper litter is shown in Table 6. About sixin ten producers (58%)weaned8.25 pigs per
litter or more. Fourteen percent weaned 9.25 pigs or more. Litters weaned per sow per year is provided in
Table 7 while Table .8 provides breeding stock death loss information. About three in ten (28.8%) producers
achieved 2.05 or more litters per sowper year. Three-fourths (71%) had 1.75 or more litters per sowper
year. Six in ten producers (57.6%) had a breeding stock death loss of 4.5 percent or better.
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Farrow-to-Fmish
Production efficient^ information for farrow-to-finish producers is shown in Tables'9 through 14. Table
9 shows information on feed efficient^ (pounds of feed per cwt of gain). The average whole herd feed
efficient over the 1986-90 time periodwas 380 or 3.80 pounds of feed per pound of gain. Of the producers
22.1 percent hada whole herdfeed efficiency of350 or'better.' Eighty-two percent exceeded a level of410.
Information presented in Table 10 sHows pi^ weaned'per sow per year. The average number of pigs
weaned per sowper yearwas 15.0. Less than' one in ten'producers (7.5%) produced'19 or more pigs per
sow per year. Only2.6percent had 21 or more pigs." About three-fourths of the producers achieved 13 or
more pigs per sowper year, tOn average 8.2pigs (Table 11) were weanedper Utter and sows produced 1.8
litters (Table 12) aimually. Seven in ten producers had per litter production levels of 7.75 pigs or more.
One in ten (7%) had levels of 9.25 or more pi^ weaned per litter. Onehalfthe producers achieved a
production level of 8.25 or more pigs per litter. Onehalfthe' producers achieved 1:85 or more-Utters per
sow per year. One in five had 2.05'or more litters per sow annually. ^ '
Death loss information is shown in Tables 13 and 14. The averse weaning to market death loss was
5.9 percent (Table 13)while the birth to weaning death loss was 15 percent (Table 14). One third "of the
producers (29.8%) had a weaning to market death loss of 3.5 percent or less. Only5.5 percent had a
weanmg to market death loss of 1j jpercent or less. About 10 percent of the producers had weaning tp'
market death loss levels which exceeded 10.5 percent. One in ten producers bad a birth to weaning death
loss of 7.5 percent or less. Eleven percent exceeded a level of 22.5 percent. About four but of ten (38.3%)
had a level of 12.5 percent or better.
Summary -
Each pork production contract needs to be evaluated'on its own merits. There are many-differing types
of contracts ranging from those which are heavilybased on fixed and flat payments per animal with few
bonuses to thosewhich are heavily based on production efficient' bonuses to thosewhidi are profit sharing.
Each contract offers different items to the contractor and piroducers sdike. They can offer differing levels of
sharing the various production, income, aiid market risks among the participants.
10
Before offering or accepting a contractual arrangement it is necessary to project costs» return and
expected profit from the arrangement. To do so requires pork production record information and estimating
expected profit ^ven the respective contract conditions. Comparison of contracts has shown that return and
profit can vary dramatically between contracts. Bonus clauses can cause a high degree of this variability. Be
realistic when evaluating bonus clauses. If you have your own production information, use it rather than
some value that maybe significantly above your present production levels. Some individuals have indicated
that their production efficiency improved with contract production. Management information which
accompanied the arrangement led to production improvements. However, be realistic on the level of these
improvements.
When evaluating contracts remember to keep inmind the levels of risk the operation can absorb and
what your options are. With many contracts the producer provides most of the fixed capital items such as
buildings and facilities. Producers also provide labor, a resource that may take.time to redirect if the
contract arrangement is not renewed. Pig owners provide more of the operating (variable) items such as
pigs, feed, marketing, etc. These resources can bemore easily redirected if the contract is not renewed.
Three general forms of risk are market risk, production risk, and income risk. Producers with contracts
which provide primarily fixed or flat payments for pork production have transferred essentially all market
risks to the animal owner. Their payment remains unchanged in the face ofmarket price changes; whether
hogs sell for $68 or $38 per hundred weight. Production efficiency clauses such as feed efficiency and death
loss determine how production risks are shared. Acontract with a low flat payment and most payment in
the form ofbonus clauses has most production risks resting at the producer level. Pig owners absorb the
risk when there are few production bonus clauses. Income risk is determined through your ability to obt^
a payment sufficient to pay for your management and labor "^d have sufficient funds to replace buildings
and facilities.
For contract arrangements to survive over time, returns will need to be shared inproportion to
production inputs provided and level of risk absorption by each party. Arrangements which are not equitably
balanced will not survive over time. At least one of the participants will not generate sufficient funds to
11
remain a viable component. Or they will.be able to generate higher returns through another form of
production arrangement.
Forces which lead to a successful independent owner-operator pork producer are the same as those
which lead to;a successful contract producer. That is an effectivelymanaged operation with top notch
production efficienqr. The decision to contract produce or be an owner operatorwill rest heavily on the
ability and/or willingness to absorb or share the'market price, production, and income risks.
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Table 1. POUNDS OF FEED PER CWT GAIN FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FEEDER PIG FINISHING FARMS 1986-1990
Pounds Feed,
per CWT of
Gain 1986
Year
1987 1988 1989
Percent of Farms
•1990
1986-90
Average
Accumulative
Frequency
310 or less -.11.4 • 1.9 17.0 2.5 0.0 . 7.8 7.8
311-330 11.4 10.5 17.0 12.5 23.2 14.9 22.7
331-350 15.9 13.2 20.0 17.5 5.4 14.4 37.1
351-370 22.7 28.9 23.0 22.5 21.4 23.7 60.8
371-390 13.6' 21.1 11.0 25.0 21.4 18.4 - 79.2
391-410 11.4 10.5 7.0 15.0 . 16.1 12.0 91.2
411 or higher 13.7 7.9 5.0 • 5.0 12.5 8.8 100
Average 381 361 367 363 371 369
Table 2. PERCENT DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWINE EN
FINISHING FARMS 1986-1990
I'ERPRISE RECORD - FEEDER PIG
Percent
Death
. Loss
Year
Accumulative
Frequency1986 . 1987 1988 1989 1990
19oo-90
Average
Percent of Farms. . .
1.5 or less 13.6 . 15.8 14.0 15.0' , 10.7 13.8 13.8
1.5-2.5 • ^ • 13.6 15.8 12.0 10.0 16.1 13.5 27.3
2.5-3.5 • 22.7 28.9 14.0 17.5 10.7 18.8 46J
.3.5-4.5 18.2 15.8 28.0' 27.5 17.9, 21.5 67.6
4.5-5.5' 11.4 15.8^ • 14.0 -5.0 12.5 11.7 79.3
5.5-6.5 . 2.3 2.6 0.0 10.0 10.7 5.1 84.4
6.5-7.5 0.0 2.6 6.0 5.0 7.1 4.1 88.6
7.5 or more 18.1 2.6 . 12.0 10.0 14.3 11.4 100
Average 4.49 3.37 4.36 4.14 4.59 4.19
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Table 3. PIGS WEANED PER SOW PER YEAR FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FEEDER PIG PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990
Pigs 'Weaned Year
1986-90 Accumulative
Year, . 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of Farms
21 or more 0.0 33 1.0 3.5 4.4 2.4 2.4
19-21 133 16.7 17.0 10.5 7.4 13.0 15.4
17-19 ' '20.0 21.7 27.0 21.0 16.2 21.2 36.6 .
15-17 31.7 21.7 18.0 28.1 17.6 . • 23.4 60.0"
13-15 - 133 183 22.0 24.6 26.5 20.9 81.0
11-13 • 15.0 10.0 9.0 8.8 17.6 12.1 93.0
11 or less 6.7
00
6.0 3.5 103 7.0 100.0
Average 15.68 16.01 16.09 16.10 15.12 15.80
Table 4. WEANING TO MARKET DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWINE EN IERPRISE RECORD
FEEDER PIG PRODUCING FiUlMS 1986-1990 '
Weaning to - - ^Year - -
Accumulative
Frequency
Market Death
Loss Percent 1986 1987 ,1988 1989 1990
1986-90
Average
. Percent of Farms
1
- ,
.5 or less 83 33 12;0 . 8.8 2.9 7.1 7.06
0^-1^ 333 30.0 ^21.0 193 19.1 . 24.5 31.6
15-2S 15.0 233 20.0 15.8 M.6 18.9 505 .
2^-33 83 133 17.0
» •
7.0 11.5 11.5 62.0
3J-4J 11.7 133 7.0 193 13.8 13.8 75.8
4.5-5.5 10.0 5.0 6.0 , 10.5 7.5 7.5 83.3
5.5-6.5 6.7 6.7 6.0 8.8 6.8 " 6.8 90.1
63 or more 6.7 > 5.0 11.0 • 10.5 9.9 9.9 100.0
Average 2.99 3;02 3.06 3.62 3.95 333
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Table 5. BIRTH TO WEANING DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FEEDER PIG PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990
Birth to Year
Weaning Death - - 1986-90 Accumulative
Loss Percent 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of Farms
7.5 or less 10.3 15.8 . 6.0 12.5 7.7 10.5 10.5
7.5-12.5 34.5 38.6 33.0 42.9 43.0 38.4 . 48.9
12.5-17.5 32,8 26.3 33.0 25.0 27.7 29.0 77.8
17^5-22.5 13.8 .14.0 17.0 14.3 15.4 14.9 92.7
22.5-27.5 8.6 3.5 10.0 5.3 "3.1 6.1 98.8
27.5 or more 0.0 1.8' 1.0 0.0 3.1 1.2 100.0
Average 13.81 13.04 14.86 12.57 13.66 13.59
Table 6. PIGS WEANED PER LITTER FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD FEEDER PIG
PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990
Year
M n/\ AccumulativePigs Weaned 1986-90
per Litter 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of Farms
9.75 or more 5.0 5.0 1.0 5.3 5.9 4.4 4.4
9.25-9.75 5.0' 15.0 13.0 8.8 8.8 10.1 .14.6
8.75-9.25 25.0 21.7 ' 28.0 21.1 13.2 21.8 36.4-
8.25-8.75 20.0 20.0 23.0 24.6 20.6 21.6 58.0
7.75-8.25 28.3 16.7 ' 14.0 • 22.8 • 17.7 19.9; 77.9
7.25-7.75 8.3 , 15.0 9.0 14.0 . 14.7 12.2 90.1
6.75-7.25 5.0 3.3 8.0 16.2 6.8 96.9
6.75 or less 3.3 3.3 4.0 1.7 2.9 3.0 100.0
Average 8.40 8.45 • 8.41 8.46 8.22 8.39
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Table 7. LITTERS WEANED PER SOW PER YEAR FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FEEDER PIG PRODUCING FARMS 19^1990
Year
Litters per
1987
- 1986-90 Accumulative
sow per year 1986 1988 1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of Farms •
2.25 or more 5.0 83 6.0 8.8 5.9 6.8 6.8
2.15-7, ?5 11.7 11.7 . 15.0 . 7.0 11.8 11.4 18.2
2.05-2.15 33 15.0 15.0 10.5 8.8 105 28.8
1,95-Z05 16.7 6.7 IZO 15.8 11.8 12.6 41.4
1.85-1.95 183 16.7 15.0 15.8 11.8 15.5 56.9
1.75-1.85 183 11.7 12.0 15.8 13.2 14.2 71.1
1.65-1.75 10.0 11.7 4.0 8;8 14.7 9.8 80.9
1.55-1.^ 6.7 10.0 15.0 8.8 73 9.5 90.4
1.55 or less 10.0 83 6.0 8.8 14.7 9.6 100.0
Averse 1.86 1.89 1.90 1.90 1.84 1.89
Table 8. BREEDING STOCK DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWI^ ENTERPRISE RECORD FEEDER
PIG PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990 • • •
Breeding Stock Year '•
• 1986-90 AccumulativeUeatb Loss • -
Percent . 1986 1987 1988 - 1989 1990 - Average Frequency
Percent of Farms
0.5 or less 83 10.0 11.0 6.9 13.2 9.9 . 9.9
05-15 83 10.0 4.0 103 5.9 7.7 17.6
1.5-25 11.7 11.7 17.0 12.1 16.2 13.7 313
25-35 15.0 16.7
• ; •
83
. 17.0 13.8 8.8 143 45.6
m 35-45 13.3 11.0 17.2 103 12.0 57.6
4.5-55 10.0 • 11.7 8.0 . 6.9 16.2 10.6 68.2
1 55-65 10.0 83 8.0 13.8 4.4 8.9 77.1
6.5-75 10.0 10.0 14.0 5.2 7.3 • 93 86.4
7.5-85 6.7 6.7 2:0 3.5 15 4.1 90.4
85 or more 6.7 6.7 8.0 103 16.2 9.6 100.0
Average 4.27 4.24 430 4.38 4.75 439
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Table 9. POUNDS OF FEED PER CWT GAIN FOR ISU,SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH FARMS 1986-1990 '
Pounds Feed Year
of Gain 1986 1987 1988 .1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of Farms
310 or less 1.3 2.2 2.0 2.9 3.0 2.3 2.3
311-330 5.2 10.2 . 6.1 5.8 5.6 6.6 8.9
331-350 _11.3 12.7 ,12.2 ,16.8 13.0 13.2 22.1
351.370 16.8 21.6 24.1 223 22.5 21.5 43.5
371-390 20.6 20.7 24,7 ,23.5 27.5 • ..23.4 ^.9
391-410 18.4 1610 15.3 11.3 13.0 14.8 81.7
411-430 -11.9 6.5 8.1 9.7 7.1 8.7 90.4
430-450 7.1 4.9 3.7 3.9 3.3 4.6 95.0.
450 or higher 7.4 5.2 • 3.7 3.9 5.0 5.0 100.0 .
Average . .390 • 378 ,•378 ' 376 378 380
Table 10. PIGS WEANED PER SOW PER YEAR FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990
Pigs Weaned -Year s
Accumulative
Frequency
per Sow
per Year 19M - 1987 1988 i?89 1990
^4986-90
Average
Percent of Farms
*
21 or more 1.6 3.1 2.4. 3.9 1.8 " 2.6 2.6
19-21 5.2 43 4.4 5.2 5.6 4.9 7.5 ~
17-19. 14.2 , 16.0 16.6 19.4 21.3 17.5 25.0 •
15-17 26.8 29.3 - 27.5 23.5 . 23.4 26.1' 51.1
13-15 25.5 23.8 25.1 27.1 22.5 24.8 75.9
11-13 13.9 12.7 17.3 13.9 13.9 ,.14.3 • 90.2
11 or less 12.9 10.8
•»
00
7.1 11.5 9.8 • 100.0 '
Average 14.6 15.0 15.0 - 15.2 15.0 15.0
"
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Table 11. PIGS WEANED PER LITTER FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH FARMS 1986-1990
Year
PigSWeaned
per Litter 1986 "1987 1988 1989 1990
" 1986-90
Average
Accumulative
' Frequency
- Percent of Farms
9.75 or more 2,9 1.9 3.4 4.2 2.7 3.0 3.0
9.25-9.75 '^55 ' 8.0 6.8 7.4 7.1 7.0 10,0
8.75-9.25 9.4 • 142 13.9 . 18.4 15.4 143 24.2
8^-8J5 25.8 213 .22.7 1 21.0 29.0 24.0 48.2.
7.75-8.25 * 24.8 25.9 26.1 ,24.2 20.1
24.2 72.4
7.25-7:75 16.1 15.7 13.6 13.9 11.5 14.2 86.6
6.75-7.25 7.7 • 6.8 •6.4 4.8 7.7 6,7 933
6.75 or less 7.7 6.2 ; . 7.1 6.1 65 6.7 100.00
Average Pigs
Weaned
\
8.1 82 8.2 8.2 8.2 82
Table 12. UTTERS PER SOW PER YEAR FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH FARMS 1986-1990
Litters Year
Accumulative
Frequency
per Sow.
per Year 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
1986-90
Average
Percent of Farms
225 or more 45 ' 5.9 4.1 7.1 7.1 5.7 5.7
2.15-2.25 7.7 7.1 7.5 6.8 5.6 6.9 12,7
2.05^2.15 7.1 9.0 10.5 . 10.0 , 8.6 8.9 21.6
1.95-2,05 13.2 123 12.9 123 13.9 12.9 345.
1.85-1.95
J
13.5 18.5 16.3 16.5 i3.6" 15.6 50.1
1.75-1.85 14.8 12.7 10.8 11.6 • 17.2 13.4 635
1.65-1.75 12.9 10.8 14.6 12.6 10.1 12.2 75.7
1J5-1.65 8.1 9.0 8.1 9.7 , 6.2 8.2 83.9
1.45-1.55 6.8 5.2 7.8 5.2 4.7 5.9 89.9
1.45 or less 113 9.6 7,5 8.4 14.2 10.2 100.0
Average
Litters/Sow 1.8 1.8 1.8 ' 1.8 1.8 1.8
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Table 13. WEANING TO MARKET DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWINE ENTERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH PRODUCING FARMS 1986-1990
Year
1986-90 Accumulative
Weaning to
Maiket Death
Loss Percent 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 Average Frequency
Percent of farms
.5 or less .6 1.2 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
05-1.5 -45 5.9 . 7.1 1.6 2.4 4.3 4.9
1.5-2.5 11.3 11.8 10.5 10.0 10.1 10.7 15.6
25-3.5 12.6 18.0 11.9 15.2 13.0 .14.1 29.8
3.5-45 135 11.8 16.9 14.2 11.2 135 43.3
4.5-5.5 13.2 15.2 115 11.3 12.4 12.7 56.0
5.5-65 13.9 10.2 10.2 12.3 10.4 11.4 • 67.4
6.5-7.5 7.4 5.0 • 85 8.1 115 8.1 755
75-85 5.8 5.0 4.1 7.1 6.2 5.6 81.2
8.5-9.5 5.8 . 2.8 3.1 55 4.4 4.4 855
9.5-105 2.9 3.7 2.4 3.2 6.2 3.7 89.2
10.5-115 2.6 2.8 3.7 1.3 1.8 2.4 91.6
11.5-125 1.6 3.7 1.0 1.9 2.7 2.2 93.8
12.5-135 .6 .6 2.7 1.3 1.8 1.4 . 95.2
less than 135 35 25 6.4 65 5.3 4.8 100.0
Average %
Death Loss
5.6 53 6.0 6.2 6.3 5.9
Table 14. BIRTH TO WEANING DEATH LOSS FOR ISU SWINE EN IERPRISE RECORD
FARROW-TO-FINISH FARMS 1986-1990
Birth to Year
w ^ C\/\ Accumulative
Frequency
Weaning Death
Loss Percent 1986 1987 1988' 1989 1990
1986-90
Average
Percent of Farms
7.5 or less 6.8 10.2 . 11.4 9.9 10.9 9.8 9.84
7.5-12.5 24.7 30.6 26.7 31.2 29.1 285 383
125-17.5 31.2 . 33.6 31.7 3205 33.1 32.0 70.3
17.5-22.5 22.6 145 18.9 • 18.2 175 183 88.7
22.5-275 8.9 7.2 8.2 4.8 5.3 6.9 95.5
27.5 or more 5.8 3.9 3.2 55 4.1 4.5 100.0
Average %
Death Loss 15.9 14.6 15.0 14.8 14.6 15.0
Sr
